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Development and validation of a polycystic liver disease
complaint-speciﬁc assessment (POLCA) – Use of the Delphi
technique for content validation
upon an issue without the drawbacks that commonly occur in
face-to-face meetings when the opinions of some experts prevail
over the others [5].
The results of the study showed that the selected items
provided correct assessment of what was intended, i.e., the con-
tent of the variables corresponded to the name assigned to it.
However, it is not possible to determine whether the selected
items cover all content, i.e., if the tool components cover all
aspects of the attribute to be measured, which is precisely the
goal of Content Validation.
Although the technique used in content validation was not
described as suggested, the study brings an important contribu-
tion to show that the Delphi method is a valid and reliable
assessment instrument.
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Letters to the EditorTo the Editor:
Temmerman and collaborators conducted the development and
validation of ameasurement tool to assess complaints related spe-
ciﬁcally to polycystic liver disease (PCLD) [1]. Their study is well-
written and reasoned, presenting statistical evidence to support
the tool responsiveness in the measurement of PCLD complaints.
The measurement tool can even be used in other countries,
such as Brazil, after passing through a cross-cultural adaptation
process, making it suitable for guiding treatment decisions.
Care was taken to validate the assessment tool and fulﬁll the
main assumptions underlying the validation processes, which
include the content validity, construct validity, criterion-related
validity, and reliability veriﬁcation index. However, some aspects
of the content validation process deserve special attention, since
the other validations are based on selected items to compose the
assessment instrument.
The selection of items was made by examining 68 medical
records and 15 articles. Twenty-seven items were identiﬁed,
which were submitted to a panel of six experts for review in a
consensus meeting, resulting in a selection of 16 items.
There are two formal and systematic methods adapted for
content validation, namely the Delphi method and the Nominal
Group technique. Both techniques are based on Fehring’s studies
for achieving consensus within a group [2,3]. The main difference
between these techniques is that the Nominal Group technique is
performed in face-to-face meetings, whereas in the Delphi
Method experts are remotely located.
The Nominal Group technique is considered as negative in
groups in which some experts excel over the others, with explicit
or implicit inﬂuences, thus inhibiting other group members to
give their opinion. Furthermore, if the experts come from the
same research center, the discussions may be limited to the
characteristics of that center [4].
The authors of the article neither informed which technique
was used nor if the six participants belonged to the same center.
However, it can be inferred that it was a non-systematic in
person technique. It would have been important to report the
data collection method, because the meetings must be carefully
planned and executed to avoid distorted results.
The Delphi method could be used in this study in order to col-
lect the opinions of a larger group of experts from different cen-
ters, given that it has a low operational cost and can access
remotely located experts, thus eliminating the direct inﬂuence
among them. Besides these advantages, the Delphi method
enables the production of a large amount of high-quality ideas,
allowing opportunities for individual and collective reﬂection988 Journal of Hepatology 2015 vol. 62 j 975–989
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